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The Anti-Injunction Act does not prohibit an injunction by a federal court of state court 
proceedings if the injunction is expressly authorized by federal statute. 


The Anti-Injunction Act does not prohibit an injunction by a federal court of state court 
proceedings if the injunction is expressly authorized by federal statute.' Under the so-called 
"expressly-authorized" exception,” the Act provides that a federal court may grant an injunction 


to stay proceedings in a state court if expressly authorized by Act of Congress.” 


In order to expressly authorize an injunction for purposes of the exception, a federal statute need 


not expressly refer to the Anti-Injunction Act, expressly authorize an injunction of a state court 
proceeding, or on its face and in every one of its provisions be totally incompatible with the Anti- 
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Injunction Act.’ Rather, the "expressly authorized" exception in the Act permits injunctions against 


state-court proceedings where a federal statute creates a federal right or remedy that can only be 


given its intended scope by such an injunction.” 


For example, pursuant to the expressly authorized exception, a federal court may enjoin the 
continued prosecution of the same case in state court after its removal to federal court in light of the 


federal removal statute® directing that after removal has taken place, the state court may proceed no 


further unless and until the case is remanded.’ In addition, the federal civil rights statute prohibiting 
the deprivation, under color of state law, of federal rights and authorizing suits in equity to redress 


such deprivations® has been held to fall within the expressly authorized exception,” at least where 
the civil rights claim is based on federal statutory rights, as distinct from federal constitutional 


rights. !° Various other statutes have also been held to fall!! or not to fall’? within the exception. 
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